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INTRODUCTION

"A spring of fresh water is a niiisance vAien it first issues

from the ground, producing only mud and mire.

It cannot he stopped

hy cement or earth fill; its flow will continue to seep around the
edges.

But vAien the spring is given a protective and delimiting

margin, and a channel is provided for its stream, it becomes a source

of joy.

The same is true of creativity.

The spring of creativity

exists in all children, hut in most, the flow has heen blocked."^
Creativity is as natural to the average student as it is to the
genius, and our schools have neglected and even stifled the natural
2

creativeness of the young.

There would seem to not he any noncreative

people as they differ only to degree, according to Kneller.^ A similar
statement hy another writer says that deep within each of us is a great

imaginative power, different in quality and intensity.^ Not that every
student should he treated as thoTi^ he is destined to become a creative
genius, hut a school curriculum which aimed at utilizing student's

creative abilities would he good for all the children while helping the
gifted child develop his creative talents.

John Curtis Gowan, George Damos, and Paul E. Torrance, Creativ

ity: It's Educational Implications (New York: John Wiley and Sons,
Incorporated, I967), p. vii.

George P. Kneller, The Art and Science of Creativity (New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Incorporated, I965), p. 77

%neller, p. II)..

^u^es Meams, Creative Youth (New York: Douhleday, Coran and
Company, Incorporated, 1928), p. 3*

^A. P. Cropley, Education Today: Creativity (New York: Human
ities Press, 1967)5 p. 80.
1

2

Educators are beginning to see a need to teach in a way that
will foster creativity.

For one thing, learning in a creative way is

much more efficient and satisfying than learning in an authoritative

way.

For another, the value of creative needs is very evident in our

daily lives, as all of our adult ways of interacting require creative
7

abilities.

It is generally accepted that there is an enormous eco

nomic value in new ideas, and accordingly, government and industry are
O

continually looking for leaders with creative abilities.

Gowan s\ig

gested that at the same time there axe negative results of noncreativity
evident.

These are often seen in "an inefficient use of energy on a

task one stage below expectations," as in most sports and hobbies.
In these cases, the rules are set, and the participant puts an

importance on the activity, which in turn keeps him from getting de

spondent over not doing something more meaningful.^ Often we see as
a penalty of noncreativity boredom, rationadization, rage, destructive
10

ness, neurosis, psychosis and fli^t.

W. A. Sadler summed up the

need for creativeness in our lives by saying, "If man is to become
free, he must leam to develop his creativity.

Saul Torrance, Encouraging Creativity in the Classroom.
Dubuque, Iowa: ¥. 0. Brown Company, 1970)j P- 75'

"^Hughes Meams, Creative Power (1929), p. 214.2.
®J. P. Guilford, Intelligence, Creativity and Their Educational
Implications (Califomial Robert R. Khapp, I968), p. 81.
9
John Curtis Gowan, Development of the Creative Individual

(San Diego, California: Robert R. Khapp, 1972), p. 99

^^Ibid., pp. 101-102.

^^Ibid.. p. 1.

3

It has "been estimated that two out of every million people in

history have "been truly distin^shed. With these figures we mig^it
ask:

Why is creative productivity a rare occurrence?

Why do we not

produce more creative geniuses under modem educational practices?^^
At this point, it would "be well for us to ask a"bout the school's

role in encouraging creativity.

Our schools in the past stifled much

of the creativity of its students.

This has been accomplished with

authoritarian teaching, vdaere the student is told what to leam, and
to accept it as true without question.13 Far too much time has been

spent teaching the child facts and not enou^ teaching him to develop
his divergent thinking—the ability to produce possible solutions and
hypotheses.

The general observation is that starting at five years old, a
child begins to lose much of his curiosity and excitement about learn
ing.

At nine he fxirther loses creativity to his concern with con

formity to peer pressure.

conformity occurs.
process.

In junior hi^, still more behavior norm

This has always been felt to be a developmental

Susan Pulsifier feels "that it is due to the sharp man-made

change which confronts the five-year-old and implels him by rules and
1!^

regulations." ^

12

Sidney J. Fames and Harold F. Hading, A Source Book for

Creative Thinking (Wew York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1962), p. 1^3.

^^Torrance, Encouraging Creativity in the Classroom, p. 21.

^^Jerome Kagan, Creativity and Learning (Boston: Hoiighton
Mifflin Company, I967), p. x.
I'd

^Gowan, Damos and Torrance, p. 97»

h
Torrance said that in our schools often the teacher maintains

discipline at the expense of initiative and spontainiety.

The

emphasis is on the acquisition of knowledge rather than the original
16

use of it.

The newer types of learning—experience learning, re

search learning, sharing learning, and creative learning, have been

completely neglected by formal education of the past.^"^ Part of this
is due to the fact that schools are designed to pass on the culture
help the student find his adult role.

Overstreet felt that schools

tended to try to maintain the "status quo" as the society is anxious

for children to be educated to attitudes like ^heir own.

Thus, stu

dents are not encouraged to think on their own, as this is dangerous,
TO

and they are tau^t to think "within limits."

Fames and Harding

emphasized that educators have been turning out individuals who are

conformists.

In leisure time, we as a society, are more likely to

engage in passive and regimented group action.

In most of our activ

ities, the clothes we wear and the food we eat, there is a tendency
toward conformity.

Despite the growing interest and the great need for understand

ing in this field, it would seem that research in the area is only a
recent endeavor.

Guilford, after scanning the psychological abstracts

16

Torrance, Encouraging Creativity in the Classroom, p. 75.

17

Meams, Creative Power, p. 21+2.

1P

H, A. Overstreet, The Mature Mind (Hew York: W. W. Norton
and Company, Incorporated, 191+9)» pp. 21+6-21+9.
19

Fames and Harding, p. 61+.

i-*

•' %

5

covering twenty-three years, found only one hundred ei^ty-six entries

on the subject of creativity.

Hutchison concluded in I93I, after a
OA

similar reviewing, that the subject had hardly been touched.

Luckily,

in recent years the immense value of creative abilities has been recog
nized and research is multiplying rapidly.

However, due to the problems

of definition, difficulty of establishing a practical criterion,
difficulty of testing for creativity, there is still much more to be
learned on the subject and a need for more extensive research.

Delimiting the Problem

This research paper is aimed at presenting a general understand

ing of creativity, the school's role in its development, and a sampling
of the existing research on the subject.

Only a small facet of the

whole picture will be researched, but it is hoped the contribution,
thou^ small, will add to the total picture and make it clearer.

OPhe

general assumption drawn from various sources seems to point to a con
flict between children displaying creative abilities and their teachers

and peers.

Since pupil-teacher relationship and peer acceptance can

have a very great bearing on the total education as well as creative

development, the researcher feels the need to establish data to help
in determining if the conclusion is indeed true.

Results of the

study could lead to a re-evaluation of teacher education with emphasis
on overcoming this educational paradox.

^^Guilford, p. I9.
%bid., p. 80.

6
FULL HYPOTHESES

H-j^ The hi^ly creative child is not unpopular with instruc
tors.

H2

The hi^ly creative child is not unpopular with classroom

peers.

REVIEW OP LITEEATTJRE

What is Creativity?

In speaking of creativity, many misconceptions have been

associated with the word.

Sometimes it has been associated in every

day usage to mean behaving in an undisciplined way, or to mean any
thing unconventional.

It has also been confused with quick-wittedness

or highly developed verbal skill. Kneller has called these "pointers
22

to creativity rather than the thing itself."

In the past we have seen theories that attempted to define

creativity. It has been considered as divine inspiration, probably
due to the fact that during the creative process, the mind goes in
23

ward and focuses on the problem.

Kneller related that this power

was once felt to come from a superhuman source.

The creator has also

been seen in past times to be seized with some form of madness.

Closer

to modem times, creativity has been seen as intuitive genius, as a

life force, and cosmic force. Most of the analysis this century has

22

Cropley, pp. 20-21.

23

Gowan, Damos, and Torrance, p. 1.

been from a psychedelic viewpoint.

Creativity has been connected

with Extra Sensory Perception and hypnotism, stressing creation as
coming from the unconscious.25

Today, we find many varied definitions of creativity, differing
many times in the viewpoint from which it is studied.

Creativity may

be studied from the standpoint of the person vdio creates, the mental
processes involved, the cultural and environmental influences, and the
26

product.

In looking at the person vtoo creates, we find these defi

nitions:

Torrance defined creativity as the process of becoming sensi

tive to problems, deficiencies, gaps in knowledge, and disharmonies.^'^
Kheller elaborated when he said, "We create idien we discover and

express an idea, artifact or form of behavior that is new to us."^®
Erich Promm suggested that creativity is shown if the individual has
made something new and satisfying to himself or if he has related

things in his experience not previously related and finds the product

exciting.

He also added that it is the ability to see, be aware,

and to respond.

Maslow distinguishes two types of creators:

the

^^^Kneller, pp. 19-2^.
2^

^Gowan, p. 21.

^^Kneller, p. 3»
^"^Jerome Kagan, Creativity and Learning, pp. 73-714..
28.

Kheller, p. 3*

29,Gowan, Damos and Torrance, p. 125.
30,Gowan, p. 53«

7-:':

-

^a;,■ya;..y^s:5

-

8

self-actualizing and the special talent.

The self-actualizing is

seen throu^ the ability to live the everyday affairs of life in a

creative way.

He uses the housewife as an example when in cooking

or clothes designing shows a good deal of creativity.

The special

talent creator is dependent on hi^ abilities in his field and is

generally restricted to that field, as in the writer or painter.
In the profound sense, to be creative is to fulfill oneself as a
32

person.^

In terms of the product, creativity is defined as the process
Tidiich results in a novel work that is acceptable and useful or satis

fying by a group at some point in time.^^ Carl Rogers felt that "it
is the emergence in action of a novel relational product, growing
out of the uniqueness of the individual on the one hand, and the

materials, events, people and circumstances on the other.

Cropley

designated that creativity should always lead to worthvdiile resialts.^^
It seems that most of the definitions involving the product include
the criterion of novelty.
its context and make sense.

To be appropriate, a product must fit
Jackson and Messick also add

31

Gowan, Damos and Torrance, p. 2.

^^Kneller, p. 89.
^^Gowan, Damos and Torrance, p. 2.

^^ames and Harding, p. 65.
^^Cropley, p. 21.
^^Kneller, p. 3.
07

-^'Kagan, p. I4..

transformation to the list of criteria.

Just what is creative differs from time to time and from one

39

culture to another.

So to decide if a product is genuinely creative,

there must he a comparison with other products of the same class.

MacKinnan classified two types of creativity.

In type I "the

creator externalizes something of himself into the public field," such

as the poet, painter and so on.

In type II "the creative product is

unrelated to the creator as a person," as in the example of the

scientist.^ Finally, Guilford limited creativity in its narrowest
sense to the abilities that are most characteristic of creative people.
Abilities are manifested in creative behavior which leads to creative

products.^^
Creativity is more than just the "product" and should be judged
also on the process by iidiich the product was derived.

The process as

identified by some includes hypotheses foimation and testing and comI

munication of results.

Kneller rejected the view, however, that

creativity is simply another form of problem solving and would rather

place it under the category of "phenomenon."^
3Qlbid., p. 10.
-3Q

^^Cropley, p. 7«

^'^Kagan, p. I4..
^Gowan, Damos and Torrance, p. 229.

^^Guilford, p. 78.
)

Gowan, Damos and Torrance, p. 2.

kh

Kheller, p. 11.

10

Kneller offered several stages to explain the process undergone
in creativity.

1.

First insight—the germ of an idea or problem is bom.

2.

Preparation—a thorough searching of the solutions to the
insight.

The creator may wei^ the strengths and weaknesses

of these possibilities, study how others solved the problem,
and generally get a good knowledge of his subject.
3.

Incubation—a period of unconsciousness takes over, and the
mind tries to unravel all the information presented. This
period may be long or short and the creator is often unaware
of the process.

I4..

Illumination—sudden insight as the pieces suddently fit to
gether.do

5. Verification—testing the solutions, revising, camying out
the insights to a final form.

This may take years and may

end up with entirely different results from the initial in

sist.W
Wallas, Cewey, Rossman and Guilford proposed similar models for the
creative process.
Kneller stated several conditions vdaich allow the creative

process to prosper.

The creator must be immersed in his subject, com

mitted to the task and detached from other things, have imagination
and judgment, intemogate his findings, use the errors, and submit to
the act of creation.

^^Ibid., pp. 50-51•
^^Kheller, pp. 52-53

^'^Ibid., p. 57
^Gowan, p. 8.
^^Kneller, pp. 58-61.

11

How to Recognize the Creative

In the study of creativity, a great deal may he learned by
examining the characteristics of the creative person.

One thing

that is coming to be known more and more is that creativity and hi^
intelligence are not the same, as it was once thought they were.

Part

of this former view is due to the belief that divergent thinking and
creativity were synonymous.

No one really knows if this is true as

there are no "true" tests for measuring creativity.

Cropley

identified two points of view for the relationship between intelligence
and creativity.

First, creativity adds to achievement by building onto

conventional intelligence.

Second, a minimal level of I. Q. is neces

sary for hi^ levels of achievement, but beyond the minimal level,
1^1

the presence or absence of creativity is determined by other factors.
Another way of stating this is "that intelligence is highly correlated
below about 120 I. Q., but above that figure, they are nearly inde

■pendent variables."''^

As a result, it is sometimes very difficult to

identify the creative child.

But in comparing the creative child and

high I. Q- child, Massialas and Zezin foTuid that hi^ly creative
adolescents are more stimulus free and less bound by inst3?uctions.

They are more h-umorous and seem to "experience a special delight in a
playful intellectual activity for its own sake.

50
Cropley, pp. 20-21.

^^Cropley, p. 31'
52

Gowan, Damos, and Torrance, p. 9*

They seem to exhibit

12

more violence and aggression that hi^ I. Q. adolescents.

The high

I. Q. students tend to move toward models set up by teachers, whereas
creative students tend to move away from the stereotyped model of
53
teachers.
Barren posed several questions to both creative and hi^
I. Q. students.

The more creative students answered in the following

manner.

1.

I like to fool around with new ideas, even if they turn

out later to be a total waste of time. (Tarue)
2.

The best theory is the one that has the best practical

applications. (False)
3.

Some of my friends think that my ideas are impractical,

if not a bit wild. (True)
i|..

The unfinished and the imperfect often have greater appeal

for me than the completed and the polished. (True)
5.

I must admit that I would find it hard to have for a close
friend a person idiose manners or appearance make him some

what repulsive, no matter how brilliant or kind he mi^t

be. (False)
6.

A person should not probe too deeply into his own and other

people's feelings, but take things as they are. (False)
7.

Young people sometimes get rebellious ideas, but as they
grow up they ought to get over them and settle down.

(False)
8.

Perfect balance is the essence of all good composition.

(False)
From the answers. Barren concluded that independent people are open to
challenges presented by imperfections.

5ii.

^^yron G. Massialas and Jack Zevin, Creative Encounters in the
Classroom (New York: John Wiley and Sons, I967), p. 15.

^^Pames and Harding, p. 232.

13

The creative child is most often identified hy his interests,
attitudes and drives rather than by his intelligence.

Creative

people often express part-truths, but the part they express is the
generally unrecognized.

They lead more complex lives.

They have

more contact than most with the life of the unconscious, with fantasy,
eg

reverie, and the world of the imagination.-^

Guilford says that the

creative person thiidcs with more fluency, more flexibility and with

greater originality than the ordinary person."^

He also identified

the creative as having more novel ideas, possessing a greater synthe
sizing and analyzing ability, and as being capable of a hi^ly complex

58
conceptual structure.
59

tivity to problems,-'^

The highly creative child has a strong sensi

emotional stability and openness to experience.
60

At the same time, he has tendencies toward an individual lifestyle.
The creative person displays a great deal of himor, courage to taJce
risks, playfulness with ideas, curiosity, manipulative questioning

ability, autonomy, feminity of interests, dominance, self-assertion,
self-acceptance, resourcef-ulness, radicalness, and complexity of

55

Gowan, p. 11.

56

Pames and Harding, p. 236.

^'^Gowan, Damos, and Torrance, p. 106.

^^Guilford, p. 93
59

/-

Gowan, Damos, and Torrance, p. 116.

^'^Gowan, p. I3.

Ik
6X

personality.

)eople can be found to be skep
Most hi^ly creative people
skep
62

ticaJ. of things until they are proven and are nonconformists as well.
"The creative person is able to tolerate conceptual ambiguity; he is

not made anxious by configural. disorder, but sees in this a clue to a

hi^er syntheses."

A great fund of free energy is also a character

istic of the creative person. ^ Kagan said that creative persons are
6k
truly independent, not just deliberate nonconformists.
stated that creativity takes certain mental abilities:

Eneller

the ability

to change one's approach to problems, to produce ideas that are rele
vant and THiusual, to see beyond the immediate situation, and to re
define the problem.

In this sense, a mother can be creative in how

she raises her children, or a man can be creative on the job or with
his hobbies.

Although the lists of common traits held by the creative person
can be very useful, one criticism is that they are not specific enou^
66

to allow identification.

The identification is further complicated

by the fact that many creative children lead creative lives at home
67
and noncreative lives at school.

61

Gowan, Damos, and Torrance, p. 3»

^^Kheller, pp. 62-68.
6^

•^Gowan, Damos, and Torrance, p. i},.

^^Kagan, p. 28.
^^Iheller, p. I3.
66

Massialas and Zevin, p. 11.

6v

Gowan, Damos, and Torrance, p. 2k$'

Many of the attributes of the creative person can be a great
irritant to parents, teaohers and society as a vdiole.

The values

often looked for in the "Ideal American Boy" are echoed in conformity
as opposed to the independent, creative person.

Introspective behavior
68

is not considered valuable as it is troublesome.

Also behaviors

useful in creativity'—^adventurous, unorthodox, unwilling to accept
authority without reason, and tendency to ask awkward questions—are
not prized in girls.

At the same time, sensitivity to problems and

awareness are often considered effeminate qualities and are not
prized in boys.

Not only does society discriminate against the creative child,
but he is usually less popular with teachers as well.

He is often

a threat to discipline, gives unexpected responses to questions,
causes diversions that waste time, asks embarrassing questions, will
Cn

guess and be playful with ideas. ^

He's more independent; often less

studious and orderly as he has better things to do; he sees things
differently than his peers, is often over-critical of others, thinks

unconventionally, breaks rules.

All of this makes him very difficult
70

to identify, as he may simply be mistaken for an awkward student.

Torrance pointed out that the very fact that creativity involves
independence of mind and nonconformity to pressure groups makes the

^^Ibid.. pp. 133-13i|.
69

Cropley, p. 63.

'^°Kneller, pp. 7O-7I.

16

creative individual experience some unusual adjustment problems.

This

is why some repress their creative tendencies while still others
maintain them but must leam to cope with the resulting anxieties.
By using their creative talents, many children become alienated from
71

friends.

One fine example of this principle is exemplified in Edna

Perber's classic So Big in which her hero sacrificed his individuality
and creativity in order to be with the crowd.

A more modem example

can be found in Richard Bach's Jonathon Livingston Seaisull, vdio

managed to keep his creative genius and was consequently ostracized
from his society.

The keen observation made by these two writers is

strengthened by Buhl's I96I study of creative engineering students.
He found his hi^ creatives desirous of warm relationships.

In order

to maintain these friendships, they aimed for average scholastic
72

attainment to avoid competition.

Torrance summed up the thoia^ts

on the creative's adjustment when he said, "Prom the foregoing it
should be obvious that a large share of the highly creative child's
adjustment problems are likely to be centered in his psychological
isolation and estrangement from his peers and teachers.

It will be

no news to counselors that peer groups exercise rather severe pres
sures against their most creative members.

In no group thus far

studied have we failed to find relatively clear evidence of the opera
73
tion of these pressures."

71

Torrance, E. P., Guiding Creative Talent (New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall, I962), pp. 107-108.

"^^Ibid., p. 109.
73

17
Analysis of Studies

In order to get a clearer picture of creative development, an
analysis of studies dealing with creativity was made.

the studies follows.

!Ehe summary of

In addition, an annotated bibliography is in

cluded in the Appendix.

In the perusal of studies it was found that often problems of
design are encountered.

Many of the studies are complicated by the

fact that a series of tests must be given in order to identify the
creative and then more tests given to test the hypotheses.

Because

of this, it is not uncommon to begin with a really large sample size

and end up with a considerably smaller working number of subjects
recognized as truly creative.

Also, studies attempting to look at

how maternal behavior affected aspects of creativity were forced to

rely on retrospective methods which undeniably limited the findings.
Another major problem in creativity studies is that tests used
to identify the creative are often subjective, as when experts are

asked to evaluate the tasks by using such grading scales as original

ity, flexibility, or uniqueness of ideas.

Other tests are graded

based on assumptions of creative personality traits found from other

studies. For example, Eisenman (7) used a "complexity-simplicity
preference for symmetrical polygons" scale to discover his creatives,
who, it was assumed, would choose the more complex polygons.

With

all of these factors of testing and design in mind, a clearer view
can be obtained of the findings.

18

Wallach and Kogan (17) found that creativity was a different
form of excellence than intelligence and could not be accurately

measured by an intelligence test. Ward (l6) backed them up with his
own studies. Cicerelli (l) was unable to find any I. Q. thesholds.
In trying to discover vdiich maternal traits lead to more creative

children, Nichols (9) discovered that authoritarian child-rearing
practices lead to hi^ achievement and conformity but to a lack of
creativity.

Another study on maternal attitudes leads us to believe

that mothers of creative children are more self-assured, independent,

more tolerant, and prefer change and unstructured demands (Domino, ij.).
The teanher, another influential person on the child's creativity, was

examined in a study by Torrance (1I4.). He found that the motivation
from a hi^ly creative teacher produced a hi^er degree of creativity

in the children in her classroom. Torrance (l5) also set out to de
termine if those people diagnosed as creative actually lived more

creatively.

The elementary education majors he used as subjects were

found to be more inventive, flexible, original, more willing to con
tinue learning, and used more ideas and methods as teachers ei^t
years later than did their less original counterparts.

Eisenman (7) investigated an unusual area when he studied the
relationship between birth order and creativity.

The findings hint

that first bom males are more creative than later bom males.

There

were no significant birth order effects among females.
A great many of the studies on creativity are designed to dis
cover personality traits that contribute to making a person creative.

19

Cross (2) found his artists to he dominant and self-sufficient.
Drevdahl (5) obtained results which identified creatives as being
more flexible, fluent, original, withdrawn, radical, self-sufficient,

sensitive, non-conforming and individualist. MacKinnon (8) arrived
at the conclusion that creative people have a good opinion of them
selves.

They prefer the complex and asymmetrical.

more open to experience.

They tend to be

At the same time they're dominant, outspoken,

independent, flexible and not particularly sociable. Drevdahl (6)
researched in another study and obtained data to suggest that his
creatives were skeptic, tmconventional, had a less structured educa

tion and were more independent in college.

Csikszentmihalyi (3) arrived at an interesting conclusion in
his study of artists.

It seems that the artists that went into a task

without a predetermined problem were more concerned with discovery and
produced more creative pictures.
The concept behind most of the research in this area is based

on one important question.

Can you teach or foster creativity?

Torrance (I3) feels that you can judge from his study vdiich revealed
children showing more flexibility, ideas and cleverness as a result

of training.

He also discovered in the same study that children asked

to produce the most clever ideas actually produced more ideas than

those asked to produce as many as possible without regard to quality.

At the adult level, Fames (lO) found a persistence of learning
acquired in a creative problem solving course from ei^t months up to
four years.

When attempting to show that creative behavior could best
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be tau^t by programmed instiniction, Reese and Fames (ll) revealed
that subjects with training showed more creativity than those not
trained, and those trained with instructor interaction fared better

than those tau^t strictly by programmed instruction.

PROJECT

Sample

Fifty-four students from Fairview Elementary School in Enox
County, Tennessee were involved in the study.

There were fifteen

ei^t'-year-olds, seventeen nine-year-olds, twenty ten-year-olds, one
eleven-year-old, and one twelve-year old in the two self-contained
third-foirrth and fourth-fifth split classrooms.

The students

attended a rural community school with a total enrollment of two

hundred two.

Of the fifty-four, twenty-nine were girls and twenty-

five were boys.

Collection of Data

In order to indicate if indeed creative children are ■unpopular
with teachers and peers, the collection of data had to be done in two
areas.

The creativity of each child had to be determined as well as

his popularity.

As the pop-ularity co-uld only be decided by the immed

iate classmates and teachers, the two classes involved were treated
independently.

Barr states that "as a part of social growth, people continu
ally e3!hibit preferences for some individ-uals and not for others.
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Sociometry has recognized this fact and has provided means for help

ing teachers better understand intei^ersonal relationships.""^^ One
means of determining this throTi^ sociometry is to develop a socio
metric scale.

In this study, each subject was asked to name three

people from his class whom he would like to invite to a small party
in his home.

The results were charted in a sociometric scale to count

the frequency that each child was chosen.

The two classes were then

ranked independently of each other, number one being the child most
frequently named and twenty-seven the least frequently named.

Realizing that the task of ranking twenty-seven students from
most preferred to least preferred would be extremely difficult if not
impossible for a teacher to do, the means of establishing teacher
approval was changed accordingly.

Each teacher was asked to name

the five students she most preferred to work with and the five she
least preferred to work with and the five she least preferred to work

with, in order of preference.

These were ranked among themselves

from one, most preferred, to ten, least preferred.
The tests used to distinguish the more creative students from

the less creative were the Incomplete Figures Task and the Circles
Task taken from the Minnesota Tests of Creative Thinking.
were given as group tests.

The tests

The Incomplete Figures Task involved pro

viding six incomplete figures to be finished by the subjects.

The

"^^lichard Helson, Guidance and Counseling in the Elementary
School (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1972), pp. 91-92.
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following samples were among those used in this study.

Examples

were given and the instructions were stated as follows:

By adding lines to the six figures below, sketch some object
or design that no one else in the class will think of. Try
to include as many differenj: ideas as you can in your drawing.
In other words, don't stop with your first idea for completing
the figure; keep building onto it. Make up titles for each of
your pictures and write one at the bottom of each block next
to number of the figure.
The time limit was set at ten minutes.

The Circles Task was adminis

tered by providing a sheet with forty-two small circles, each one inch
in diameter.

Again examples were given.

The instructions were stated

as follows:

In ten minutes see how many objects you can make from the
circles below. A circle should be the main paxt of whatever
you make. With pencil or crayon add lines to the circles to
complete your picture. Your lines can be inside the circle,
outside the circle, or both inside and outside the circle.
Try to think of things that no one else in the class will
think of. Make as many things as you can and put as many
ideas as you can in each one. Add labels or titles, if the
identity of the object is not clear.

The tests were evaluated in terms of fluency, flexibility,

elaboration and originality.

There are many factors involved in

creativity, but as these four were the only ones tested, creativity
is defined in these terms for the purpose of this study.
is the uncommonness of response.

Originality

While fluency refers to the number
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of responses made, flexibility designates the number of different
categories represented.

Complexity refers to the elaboration of the

basic ideas.

To enhance the validity of the creativity tests and take away
some of the subjectivity in scoring, numerical values were assigned
to each of the above defined terms.

Scoring for fluency and flexi

bility was done by merely counting the number of responses and cate
gories of each figure.

It was found that many subjects gained high

scores in these two areas while gaining very little in originality and
elaboration.

As these were felt to be weak:er determinants of creativ

ity than originality and elaboration and would prove to throw off the

results of the final tally, all scores for fluency and flexibility
were coded.

Those with zero-ten points were given a numerical value

of one, ten to twenty-score of two, twenty to thirty-value of three,
and thirty to forty received four.

Elaboration was scored according

to number of ideas added to the basic concept.

For example, a plain

apple was given zero, the stem added one extra point, a worm added

another, and each idea added one extra point up to the hi^est score
of six points for each figure.

Scoring of originality required the

listing of every response and the tabulation of the frequency of use.
Those responses given by twelve per cent or more were assigned a score
of zero, twelve to five per cent received one point, five to two per
cent received two points, two to one per cent were given three, and
one per cent or less were assigned four points.

Each subject's scores

for all four areas were then tallied and ranked among the others in

2k
his own class.

Again the two classrooms which participated in the

study were ranked independently of each other.

The scores were
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ranked from one, most creative, to twenty-seven, least creative.

Analysis of Data

Upon completion of the scoring, the data was organized into
four parts to establish if there was any relationship between creativ

ity and popularity. The creativity ranks for Class I (third-fourth
grade) were compared with the ranks devised from the sociometric
scale and with the ranks from the teacher-approval poll.

The same

operation was performed for Class II (foucth-fifth grade). The tables
showing these comparisons are labeled Tables I and II in the Appendix.
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Each set of data was computed by using the rank correlation
formula,

^ -5- n

■V. _ 1 _
d. n — X

®

2

i ~■ ii»*^1
■!» I lifc

•

n3 - n

To test the significance probability, the formula Z = y n - 1 r^
was completed for a two-sided alternative and checked with the Table
for Standard Uormal Probabilities.

The results were as follows:

Class I—Teacher approval compared with creativity ranks

r, = 1 - ^
®

103 - 10

-

Z=f9i.kO)

P(!Z| > 1.2) = .230

75

' ■^Torrance, Guiding Creative Talent, pp. 21I4.-239 were used as a

basic reference for the Minnesota Tests of Creative Thinking.
Douglas G. Chapman and Ronald A. Schaufele, Elementary Proba

bility Models and Statistical Inference (Massachusetts: "Xerox College
Publishing Company, 1970)> PP« 300-302.

"^"^IbM., p. 332.
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Class II—Teacher approval compared with creativity ranks

^" io3^^^iq

z = VT(.59) P (i"z I > 1.77) = .0768

Class I—Peer approval compared vdth creativity ranks

rg = 1 - ^ (^9^Q)

z = -flG (.1001) P (1 z t > .51) = .61

27^ - 27
Class II—Peer approval compared with creativity ranks

V =1- ^

z=

(.35)

P(1 Z 1 > 1.78) = .075

27^ - 27
The rank correlation is used merely to indicate if there is a
relationship between the two independent observations, creativity and
popularity.

Prom the computations it was fomd that there is little

relationship at the five per cent level, but Class II revealed more re

lationship in both areas than Class I,
Since rank correlation simply shows a relation^ip, if any, and
fails to stipulate in which direction this relationship lies, charts
and scatter diagrams were devised.

These help to indicate if the re

search tends to lean in any one direction, for example if the more

creative children tend to be among the most popular or the least popu
lar.

See Tables III and IV in the Appendix.

IMPLICATIONS OP PINDINGS

The findings reveal that there is very little if any correla
tion between creativity and popularity.

This appears to uphold the

null hypotheses that the creative child is indeed not unpopular with

peers or instructors since creativity has little to do with popularity
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as found in this study.

The researcher finds this fact incongruent

with stated opinions discovered in the review of the literature which
imply that the creative child does experience unpopularity and dis

approval because of his creativity.

This may have been influenced

by the small sample and limited definition of creativity used in the
study.

The ages of the subjects could also help explain this in

consistency as ei^t to ten-year-olds are not considered to be as

vulnerable to peer pressures as older children are.
The study cannot be expected to provide answers that hold true
for the vdiole population, but can only give some indication of the
situation of one sample at one time and place.

However, it can per- ,

haps give a better insist into the total picture of creativity in
the classroom.

SUMMARY

A research study was conducted to determine if highly creative
students are popular or unpopular with teachers and peers.

Fifty-

four third, fourth and fifth grade students were given a test to de
termine their creativity ranks.

At the same time, a sociometric

scale and a teacher poll were administered to determine their ranks

in popularity.

The ranks were then compared and computed by using

the rank co2?relation formula.

Very little relationship was found to

exist between creativity and popularity by teachers or peers, but this

relationship, however small, tends toj^^an toward a general acceptance
of the highly creative student.
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Considering the rural community school involved in this study,
it would he interesting to compare the results with those of a larger
urhan school.

If more extensive creativity tests requiring oral as

well as written responses were given, the findings of the study
might again he influenced.
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APPEiroix

TABLE I
CREATIVITY RANKS COMPARED WITH PEER APPROVAL RANKS

Class I
OR*

1
2

3

h
5.5
5.5
7.5
7.5
9

PAR*

11+.5
, 11+.5

2

3

3

h
5

2

1+
2I+.5
11

19

13

2I+.5
21;.5
21+.5

21+
25
26

27

6

8

12

19
19
23

2

11

11

18.5
18.5

1

5

8

17

OR*

3
19

10

11+
11+
11+

Class II
TPR*

7.5
7.5
1

9
10

11.5
11.5
13.5
13.5
15.5
15.5
17.5
17.5

7

9

1+

19

11+.5
5.5

8

PAR*

13
13
6

18.5
1.5
1.5
25.5
22

22

8

20

13

10

6

23

21+
25.5
25.5

5.5
11+.5
1

27

1

8
2

3.5
25.5
25.5
3.5
18.5
18.5

11

6

13

19

21.5
21.5

3

1+

8.5
13
13

19

2I+.5
21;.5

TPR*

9

5

8.5
6

18.5
25.5

7

13
22

10

6

*GR = creativity rarks; PAR = peer approval ranks; TPR =
teacher preference ranks.
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TABLE II

CEEATIYITY RANKS COMPARED WITH TEACHER PREPEREHCE RAMiS

CLASS I

Teacher Preference Ranks

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Creativity Ranks*

1+

2

3

7

1

10

5

8

6

9

Teacher Preference Ranks

1

2

3

4

5

5

7

8

9

10

Creativity Ranks

4

5

1

2

8

3

9

5

7

10

CLASS II

*The subjects are ranked among themselves.

^
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TABLE III

TEACHER PEEPEEENCE POLL

M = Most Preferred
L = Least Prefejcred

CE = Creativity Earik
CLASS I

CLASS II

CE

CE

1

M

2

3

.1+
5-3
5.5
7.3
7.5
9
10
11
12

19
19
19
23

M

3

M

1+
5

M

6

L

7.5
7.5

M

9

L

10
L

L
M

17

18.5
18.5

M

2
M

13

11+
Ik
11+

1

L

11.5
11.5
13-5
13.5
15.5
15.3
17.3
17.3

L

19
20

L

26

27

27

L

M

21.3
21.3
23

21+
23.3
23.3

21+
25

M

L
L

Prom the table, it would appear that in these two classes
there is a tendency for the more creative to be in favor with their
instructors.
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TIBLE IV

SCATTER DIAGRAM COMPARING CREATIVITI AND PEER ACCEPTANCE

Most Popular
1

2

3

Least Popular

8

11

IJ4.5

19

2k.5

Class I

IP

0)

!>
•H

0)

Fh
o

"ra

3

h
5-5
5.5
7.5
7.5
9
10
11
12

13

ih
ih
ih
17

18.5
18.5
0)

!>
•H

"S
(D

fH

19
19
19
23

2i|

O
-P
m

25
26

ci
<D

27
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TABLE IV (continued)

Most PopiiLar
1.5
3.5

Least Popular
6

8.5

13

18.5

— 22

2S^

Class II
0)

l>
•H

1

2

"S

3

0)

h
5

o
+>
m

o

S

6

7.5
7.5
9
10

11.5
II.5
13.5
13.5
15.5
15.5
17.5
17.5
19
20
CD

l>
•H

(U

fH
O

21.5

21.5
23

2h

^ 25.5
S 25.5
^ 27

m
W4^

m

m

Ko

BIBLIOGRAPHY OP RESEARCH STUDIES

1.

Cicerelli, V. G. "Form of the Relationship Between Creativity,
I. Q., and Academic Achievement," Joumal of^ducational

Psychology, 136$.

$6'. 303-308*

An attempt to prove an interaction between I. Q. and creativ
ity and to establish a maximum and minimum I. Q. threshold.

2.

Cross, P. G., Cattell, R. B., and Butcher, H. J.
Pattern of Creative Artists."

Psychology, 1967.

"The Personality

British Journal of Educational

37: 292-299*

A study to identify personality traits of creative artists.
A comparison is made between this study and existing studies
in this area. The findings seemed to agree with former studies.

3.

Csikszentmihaiyi, M., and Getzels, J. V. "Concern for Discovery:
An attitudinal Component for Creative Production." Journal
of Personality, 1970* 38: 91-105*
A report on the relation between the attitudes expressed
by an artist and the resulting quality of his artistic product.
They seemed to find that artists who approached an artistic
task with no set problem in mind and had to discover one
produced better drawings. Small sample, but limitations
are stated clearly.

14..

Domino, G. "Maternal Personality Correlates of Sons' Creativity."
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, I969. 33: 180
183*
Maternal personality traits were compared to find a cor

relation between those factors and the sons' creativity.

5. Drevdahl, J. E. "Factors of Importance for Creativity." Journal
of Clinical Psychology, 1955.

12: 21-26.

This study attempted to identify personality factors that
were important for creative people. A comparison was made

between creative, non-creative, arts and science subjects.

6.

Drevdahl, J. E. "Some Developmental and Environmental Factors in

Creativity." In C. W. Taylor (Ed.), Widening Horizons in
Creativity.

New York:

John Wiley, 19614, pp. I7G-I86.

A comparison is made between the personality traits and pro
ductivity of creative versus non-creative psychologists. Con
tains a small sample, but as a pilot study this is justified.
37

38
7.

Eiserunan, R., and Schussel, N. E. "Creativity, Birth Order, and
Preference for Symmetry." Journal of ConsTiltinff and Clinical

Psychology. I97O.

3h' 275-280.

The purpose of the study was to investigate the relationship
"between creativity and "birth order. A comparison is made be
tween findings in this research and findings in former studies.

8.

McKinnon, D. ¥.

"The Creativity of Architects."

In C. ¥. Taylor

(Ed.), ¥idening Horizons in Creativity. New York: John
¥iley, 196k, pp. 359-378.
An attempt to identify the personality correlates of
creative architects.

9.

Nichols, R. C. "Parental Attitudes of Mothers of Intelligent
Adolescents and Creativity of Their Children." Child De

velopment, 196I1..

35' 10141-1014.9.

This study tested the hypothesis that restrictive attitudes
by mothers is negatively related to creativity of the child.
Other attitudes by the mother were also explored to find a
relationship. Althou^ the study is retrospective, the limita
tions are recognized.
10.

Pames, S. J., and Meadow, A. "Evaluation of Persistence of
Effects Produced by a Creative Problem-Solving Course."

Psychological Reports, I96O.

7: 357-351.

An experiment to test the value of a creative problemsolving course months after its completion.
11.

Reese, H. ¥., and Pames, S. J. "Programming Creative Behavior."
Child Development, 1970. l+l' Ijl3-U23.
Basing the research on the assumption that creative be
havior can be taught, the researchers developed a study to
see if the behavior could be tau^t best with purely pro
grammed instruction or with teacher instruction.

12.

Taylor, C. ¥., and Holland, J. L. "Development and Applications
of Tests of Creativity." Review of Educational Research,
1962. 32: 91-102.
A review of research literature on creativity.

He

emphasizes areas which need further research.

'1
•

•" 1

»>

'

39

13»

Torrance, E. P. "Priming Creative Thinking in the Primary
Grades." Elementary School Journal, I96I. 62:
The question in this study was twofold—does training
help a child towsird creative thinking? Does telling a child
to produce more ideas get better responses that telling him
to think of the most interesting and clever ideas he can?

II4..

Torrance, E. P. "Creative and Critical Evaluative Attitudes of
Teachers."

Rewarding Creative Behavior.

New York:

Prentice-Hall, 1965* PP»
Torrance attempted to establish proof that hi^ly creative
teachers provide more motivation for creativity than do lowcreative teachers.

1^.

Torrance, E. P., Tan, C. A., and Allman, T.

"Verbal Originality

and Teacher Behavior: A Predictive Validity Study."
of Teacher Education, 1970« 21: 33$-3kJ-'

Journal

Long-range validity study investigating the possibility
that more creative elementary education majors-mahe better,
more creative, more involved teachers than low creative ele

mentary education majors.
training.

16.

Big implications for selection and

Ward, W. C. "Creativity in Young Children."
1968. 39: 737-75U.

Child Development,

Two studies designed as a follow-up to Wallach and Kogan
to determine if the results given with ten-year-olds hold
true with seven and eight-year-olds and Kindergartners. Re
sults were the same.

17«

WaJ-lach, M. A., and Kogan, N.

Children's Thinking."

"Creativity and Intelligence in

Transaction, 1967«

ij-0: 38-I).3

An attempt to prove that creativity involves a different
type of excellence than intelligence. They tested in a free,
play atmosphere with no time limits and found different re
sults from studies done in a test environment.

Basic Reference

Torrance, E. P.

Guiding Creative Talent.

Prentice-Hall, I962.

Englewood Cliffs, N. J.:

V.'/

ho
Studies Not WorthT/diile

Holland, J. L. "Some Limitations of Teacher Ratings as Predictors of
Creativity." Joxmiatl of Educational Psychology, 1959. SO'- 219
223.

Illogical conclusions drawn from data.

e

■

■•« ^

v.i

'
f ^

r

fii.'
V,
'

®K.dfc,a;

$

'
%•

'■ xXf
s^i^f-n'iww'Scs

t
J- jT' a %'

H VSL

